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POLITICAL OBLIGATIONS 

OF ABOLITIONISTS. 


VIEW 

OF THE CONSTITUTION OF THE AMERICAN A. S. SOCIETY AS 

CONNECTED WITH THE * NO-GOVERNMENT ’ QUESTION. 

Association for accomplishing objects to which the 
consent of the majority is necessory, is called for, only 
on the ground, that the sentiment of the majority, as 
to the particular object, differs from that of the minor¬ 
ity who associate. The originators of the American 
Anti-Slavery Society believed, that slavery ought im¬ 
mediately to be abandoned. The majority did not. The 
minority believed that, to associate was the best way in 
which they could act on the majority—so that they 
should be brought to adopt and carry out their views. 

The object of the American Society was— the entire 
abolition of slavery in the U. S. The means for efl'ect- 
ing it were,— 

1. The admission, that each State in which it exists 
has, by the Constitution of the U. S. the exclusive 
right to legislate in regard to its abolition in said State. 

2. To convince our fellow citizens, by arguments 
addressed to their understandings and consciences, that 
slaveholuing is a heinous crime in the sight of God, 
and, that the duty, safety, and best interests of all 
concerned, require its immediate abandonment, with¬ 
out expatriation. 

3. In a constitutional way to influence Congress to 
put an end to the domestic slave trade—and 

4. To abolish slavery in all those portions of our 
common country which come under its control—espe¬ 
cially in the District of Columbia ; and lastly, 

5. To prevent the extension of slavery to any State 
that might hereafter be admitted to the Union. 

By the 4th article of the Constitution, any person 
may become a member who consents to the principles 
of the constitution—who contributes to the funds of 
the Society, and is not a slaveholder. 

The first question which presents itself is—what are 
1 the principles ’ of the constitution ? The answer is— 
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they are embodied in the object and means above enu¬ 
merated. 

The next question is—what is it to ‘consent’—or. 
rather, not. o consent to these principles? If any one 
maintain, that the abolition of slavery in the United 
States ought not to be entire—or that each State in 
which slavery exists lias not the exclusive right, by the 
constitution of the U. S. to legislate in regard to its 
abolition "in said State—or that arguments, of whatev¬ 
er value, ought not to be addressed to the understand¬ 
ings and consciences of our fellow citizens, to prove 
that slaveholding is a heinous crime—or, that the im¬ 
mediate abandonment of slavery is not the duly of* the 
slaveholder, nor promotive of the best interests of all 
concerned—or that it ought not to take place without 
expatriation —or, il he maintain that, any and every 
effort in a constitutional way ought tint to be made to 
influence Congress to put an end to the domestic slave 
trade—to abolish slavery in all those portions of our 
common country which come under its contrtd, espe¬ 
cially in the District of Columbia—or, to prevent the 
extension of it to any State which may, herealter, be 
admitted to the Union :—such an one (even actmitting 
his object to be better, and his means more effective 
than anv which have been adopted by the American 
Society) cannot be said to ‘ consent ’ to the principles 
of the Constitution. 

All the action required by the constitution is moral. 
Arguments addressed to tne understandings and con¬ 
sciences of members of Congress are as much moral , 
as when addressed to our fellow-citizens generally. 
But the framers of the constitution were not content, 
it would seem, to leave a particular species of this ac¬ 
tion undistinguished in the mass—to be apprehended 
or not (as it might happen) under the general expres¬ 
sions, ‘aim to convince’—‘arguments addressed to 
the understanding,’ &c. &c. So important did they 
deem it, and so anxious were they to remove all doubt 
of what they intended, that they separated it from the 
mass, by declaring, ‘ the society will also endeavor, in 
a constitutional way, to influence Congress to put an 
end to the domestic slave trade,’ &c. 

It is not unworthy of remark, that whilst our fellow- 
citizens, generally, were to be ‘ addressed ' —Congress 
were to be influenced. Not that members of Congress 
were not included in the words ‘ all our fellow* citizens,’ 
to whom arguments were to be ‘addressed;’ but, be- 
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cause certain of our fellow citizens were members of 
Congress, and possessed, in virtue thereof, extraordina¬ 
ry power, with them the society were to use additional 
means. They were ‘ also to endeavor, in a constitu¬ 
tional way, to influence Congress/ &c , that is, by such 
considerations as are usually found to have a peculiar 
influence on men enjoying peculiar stations at the will 
of the people. They were to be asked to do, only 
what, in their public character, they were authorized 
to do—what it was right for them to do; if their ac¬ 
tion was not responsive to our petitions, they -were to 
be influenced bv the fear of incurring the displeasure of 
their constituents ; consequently, of being removed 
from their places, that others might occupy them ;— 
the only ‘constitutional way ’ of doing which was, by 
the use of the Elective Franchise. 

This action on Congress has been called, by way of 
distinction, ‘political.' For several years after the or¬ 
ganization of the American Society, our numbers were 
too lew to attempt it. It was therefore, generally, de¬ 
precated as inexpedient. Notwithstanding, however, 
on one occasion, if no more, the very next year after 
the institution of the Society, -when the moral propriety 
of abolitionists carrying out their principles at the 
ballot box was denied by some, it was si Tenuously up¬ 
held by the editor of the Liberator, who had aided in 
forming the constitution—he himself setting the ex¬ 
ample of voting for a professed abolitionist, and en¬ 
couraging others to do the same,—taking the ground, 
that, although the votes of all the abolitionists in Bos¬ 
ton (where the election referred to took place) would 
not have been sufficient to elect the anti-slavery candi¬ 
date on that occasion, the course recommended would, 
if persisted in, lacilitate his election at some future pe¬ 
riod. (See Liberator, Dec. 1834 ) 

The. constitutions of none of the State societies (and 
they are all auxiliaries to the American) contain any 
thing repugnant to political action. That of the Mas¬ 
sachusetts society declares in Art. 2, ‘ The objects of 
the society shall be, to endeavor, by all means, sanc¬ 
tioned by law, humanity and religion,’ &c. 

The Declaration of Sentiments, published simulta¬ 
neously with the constitution by those who had sub¬ 
scribed the latter, contains the following passage. 

‘We also maintain, that there are at the present 
time, the highest obligations resting upon the people 
of the free States, to remove slavery by moral and 
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political action, as prescribed in the Constitution of the 
U. S.’ 

After mentioning the pledge of the free States to put 
down servile insurrection—tiie danger, expense, aDd 
political inequalities produced by slavery, it proceeds 
to the conclusion that, 'it must be broken up.’ How 
it was to be broken up, except by means of the Elec¬ 
tive Franchise, does not appear. The Declaration of 
Sentiments, although possessing no obligatory force, is 
the highest evidence that can be had, apart from the 
constitution, of what was intended by the body of the 
abolitionists in that instrument. 

^ It is not recollected, that any amount of opposition 
worthy to be mentioned was made to - political action 
as inculcated (according to the foregoing interpreta¬ 
tion) in the constitution—in the Declaration of Senti¬ 
ments—in the State Societies’ constitutions—and in 
the Editorials of the Liberator—till after political ac¬ 
tion was, in consequence of the increase of our num¬ 
bers, decided upon. Within the last twelve or eigh¬ 
teen months, it is believed—after efforts, some suc¬ 
cessful, some not, had been begun to afiect the elec¬ 
tions—apd whilst the most indefatigable exertions 
were being made by many of our influential, intelli¬ 
gent and liberal friends to convince the great body of 
the abolitionists of the necessity—the indispensable 
necessity—of breaking away from their old ‘ parties ,’ 
and uniting together in the use of the elective fran¬ 
chise for the advancement of the cause of human 
freedom in which we were engaged;—at this very 
time, and mainly, too, in that part of the country 
where political action had been most successful, and 
whence, from its promise of soon being wholly trium¬ 
phant, great encouragement was derived by abolition¬ 
ists ^very where, a Sect has arisen in our midst, whose 
members regard it as of religious obligation, in no 
case, to exercise the elective franchise. This persuasion 
is part and parcel of the tenet which it is be¬ 
lieved they have embraced,—that as Christians have 
the precepts of the Gospel to direct, and the Spirit of 
God to guide them, all Human Governments, as ne¬ 
cessarily including the idea of force to secure obe¬ 
dience, are not only superfluous, but unlawful en¬ 
croachments on the Divine government, as ascertained 
from the sources above mentioned. Therefore, they 
refuse to do any thing voluntarily, by which they 
would be considered as acknowledging the lawful ex- 
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istence of human governments. Denying to Civil 
governments the right to use force, they easily deduce, 
that familygoVernments have.no such right. Thus, 
they would withhold from parents any power of per¬ 
sonal chastisement or restraint for the correction of 
their children. They carry out to the full extent the 
‘non-resistance’ theory. To the first ruffian who 
would demand our purse, or oust us from our houses, 
they are to be unconditionally surrendered, unless 
moral suasion be found sufficient to induce him to de¬ 
cline from his purpose. Our wives, our daughters, 
our sisters—our mothers we are to see set upon by the 
most brutal, without any effort on our part, except ar¬ 
gument to! defend them—and even they, themselves,* 
are forbidden to use in defence of their purity such 
powers as God has endowed them with for its protec¬ 
tion, if resistance should be attended with injury or 
destruction to the assailant. In short, the ‘ No-GovN. 
eminent 5 doctrines, as they are believed now to be 
embraced, seem to strike at the root of the social 
structure ; and tend—so far as I am able to judge of 
their tendency,—to throw society into entire confu¬ 
sion, and to renew, under the sanction of religion, 
scenes of anarchy and license that have generally 
heretofore been the offspring of the rankest infidelity 
and irreligion. /* 

It is but justice to say—judging from the moral de. 
portment of the adherents of the ‘ No-Government ’ 
scheme—that so far from admitting, what I have sup¬ 
posed to be, its legitimate consequences, they would 
wholly deny and repudiate them. 

These Sectaries have not as yet separated themselves 
from the American society. Far from it. They insist 
that their views are altogether harmonious with what 
is required for membership by the constitution. So 
confident do they seem in this, that they say, any in¬ 
terpretation of that instrument which -would prove 
them unqualified for membership—and, therefore, 

throw on them the duty of retiring from the society_ 

ought not to be tolerated as sound for a moment ; they 
assert that such an interpretation of the constitution 
cannot be maintained by the American society-without 
dashing the w T hole anti-slavery organization into frag¬ 
ments, and that it is not warranted by any thing in the 
letter or spirit of the constitution. 

As this seems to be mere assertion—no fact being 
stated which can be denied, and no argument ad vane- 
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ed in support of it which can be combatted—it admits 
of no other answer than this;—that, respect for the 
American society induces the belief that it will con¬ 
strue the constitution according to the generally re¬ 
ceived principles of construction, and not obediently 
to the mandate or the menace of any particular por¬ 
tion of its members.. 

Again—it is said there is nothing in the history of 
the abolition reformation to warrant my interpretation 
of the constitution. The proof adduced is—that many 
good men have united with the American society or 
its auxiliaries, and remain members, who are, in prin¬ 
ciple; opposed to using the elective franchise on any 
occasion. The conclusion from these premises to 
which the new constructionists come, is that the con¬ 
stitution is consistent with this state of things. But, if 
it prove- any thing logically, it is, that if Sectaries 
be not expelled from an institution, and are content 
themselves to remain in it, therefore the rules of 
the institution consist with their heresy: which is 
absurd. 

A simple statement, however, will correct whatever 
wrong impression may have been made on the minds 
of the candid as to this part of the subject: The Amer¬ 
ican society have no Board of Inspection appointed to 
scrutinize the qualification of persons proposing them¬ 
selves for membership. They publish their constitu¬ 
tion—submit it to all—leaving it to the integrity of ev¬ 
ery one to decide for himself, whether he possesses 
the qualifications it requires or not. 

Neither have they committed to any portion of their 
body the power of expelling such as enter the Society 
without the proper qualifications, or who disqualify 
themselves after entering. As no benefit of a selfish 
character is known to follow, on uniting with the So¬ 
ciety, it is presumed that every one honestly considers 
himself qualified for membership at the time of uniting. 
If, after uniting, he should find that he had become 
disqualified, as several have, by materially changing 
their opinions, the same integrity and self-respect which 
would have restrained him under such circumstances 
from joining the Society, ought, it is thought, to per¬ 
suade him to retire from it. 

But the No-Government men exclaim against this 
suggestion, as illiberal and bigoted. But where is the 
illiberality of attributing to men opinions which they 
cherish—acts which they are doing—and if those be 



found inconsistent with the terms of a particular asso¬ 
ciation, of saying so ? Is any one harmed by it, if he 
be not thereby prevented from acting according to his 
own views, and associating with others who agree 
with him ? Would a Christian think himself illiberally 
dealt by, if, on making application to be admitted to 
membership in a particular church, be should frankly 
make known his religious views, and be as frankly 
told by the proper authorities that they differed essen¬ 
tially from those which that church had considered and 
settled as right for itself—as the most proper for carry¬ 
ing forward the cause of Christianity—that, therefore, 
he was unqualified to be connected with itbut, that, 
there were other churches with which his opinions co¬ 
incided, who would be glad to receive him—or, if there 
were none such, that still he was at full liberty to be¬ 
come the founder of a new religions order—or if this 
was not to. his taste, that ne might worship alone, with 
none to molest, or make him afraid? Would such aa 
one have any ground of complaint? Surely, none. 
Nor does this view at all conflict with the right possess¬ 
ed by every one, already a member of a religious or 
other association, to attempt so to change its move¬ 
ments as to make it more effective for the object pro¬ 
posed. But as associations generally make provision 
for such changes, they ought to be attempted accord¬ 
ing to the prescribed form (where they are sufficient 
for the purpose) and not by straining or distorting the 
principles of the organization, so as to make them 
cover cases to which all concerned know, they were 
never intended to apply. If this be the right course of 
procedure in such circumstances, and my interpreta¬ 
tion of the constitution be correct, it would seem to be 
the most honorable, amicable, and respectful course 
for the No-Government men to move directly for an 
alteration of the constitution. To this, I think, no one 
would lake exception. 

But to this it may be replied—where is the necessity 
of a change of the constitution, when both the No- Gov¬ 
ernment men and the Government men can act un¬ 
der it according to the dictates of their consciences re¬ 
spectively ? But is this really so ? Is the difference beN 
tween those who seek to abolish any and every gov- ’ 
eminent of human institution, and those who prefer 
any government to a state of things in which every one 
may do what seemeth good in his own eyes—is the dif¬ 
ference between them, I say, so small, that they can 
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act harmoniously under the same organization ? When 
in obedience to the principles of the society, I go to the 
polls, and there call on my neighbors to unite with me 
in electing to Congress, men w'ho are in favor of Hu¬ 
man Eights, I am met by a No-Government abolition¬ 
ist inculcating on them the doctrine, that Congress 
have no rightful authority to act at all in the premises 
—how can we proceed together ? When l am animating 
my fellow-citizens to aid me in infusing into the gov¬ 
ernment salutary influences which shall put an end to 
all oppression—my No-Government brother cries out 
at the top of his lungs, all governments are ofjjie. 
Devil (!) where is our harmony ? Ourefficiency IfWe 
are in the condition of two physicians called in to the 
same patient—one of whom should be intent on apply¬ 
ing the proper remedies for expelling the disease from 
the body and thus restoring and purifying its functions ; 
the other, equally intent on utterly destroying body, 
members, functions and all. Could they be agreed, 
and could they walk together ? It seems to me not. 
And simply because their aim, their objects are radi¬ 
cally and essentially different. So with the No-Gov¬ 
ernment and the Pro-Government abolitionists. One 
party is for sustaining and purifying governments, and 
bringing them to a perfect conformity with the princi¬ 
ples of the Divine government—the other for destroy¬ 
ing all government. 

‘But, although the No-Government Abolitionists refuse 
themselves to vote, they do not object to petitioning Con¬ 
gress' —True—and so far so good. If this seem an ab¬ 
surdity to others, it may not to them. They may have 
some method of accommodating their principles to 
such a proceeding, of which others are ignorant. And 
even if there be a substantial inconsistency in refusing, 
from religious considerations, to have any hand in 
electing members of Congress—and afterward, when 
they are elected by others, using them as members of 
Congress, and only as such, it is nothing more than 
what often happens to good men who embrace absurd 
dogmas to which their practical humanity 7 and common 
sense cannot be brought entirely 7 to submit. 

‘ But do they not also inculcate on all such as believe 
they can conscientiously use the elective franchise, to 
vote for the slave V It is said they do. And yet it is 
also said to be a difficult thing, of late, to secure the 
passage of resolutions embodying even this diluted 
principle, in the abolition meetings where the No-Gov- 
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eminent men have the ascendancy of numbers. But 
admitting that they do ask those who can conscien¬ 
tiously vote, to vote for the slave, it does not touch 
the question whether they as members gf the society are 
not themselves bound to vote. If it be the duty of one, 
it is the duty of all. Beside, what influence can he 
who, refusing, on religious grounds, himself to vote, 
have on others who do vote—when the very act of 
voting , irrespective of the particular person voted for, 
isf. lt by him to be an unrighteous and irreligious 
one? The attempt to exercise influence, under such 
circumstances, would seem, at least, as much out of 
place, if not as philosophically absurd, as for the ce- 
lestial angels to direct their ‘ fallen ’ brethren how best 
they might make their sinful movements declare the 
glory of God and advance the cause of universal be¬ 
nevolence. —— 

< But mould you trample on the conscientious scruples of 
the No-Government abolitionists, by requiring them to 
vote?’ By no means. There is no power to do so— 
nor would I if I could. But Light is to be respected 
as well as conscience—consciences are to he moulded 
by right, and not right by the consciences of men. If 
the Constitution of the American Society requires of 
those who subscribe to it, to use the elective Iranchise, 
for the abolition of slavery, and men join the Society 
knowing this, they are justly bound to vole. From 
this no man’s conscience can exempt him any more 
than it can exempt him from the obligation of paying 
an amount of money which he owes his neighbor for 
value received. If a rule established by an associa¬ 
tion having the right to establish it, may be nullified 
by one man’s conscience, so it may by another. Thus 
it ceases to be a rule altogether. If this may be done, 
with regard to one rule, so it may with regard to 
another. Then we have a society without airy rule for 
its government. In this way the society itself is nul¬ 
lified. 

But there is no need of violating any one’s conscien¬ 
tious scruples. If the No Government men do verily 
believe that there rests on them the religious duty of 
directing their efforts to the annihilation (peaceable, of 
course,) of all existing Governments, and that the ab¬ 
olition of slavery, by the use of the elective franchise, 
is inconsistent with it, they are certainly bound by 
their own Tules as honest men to renounce the latter. 
But in doing so, they should remember, that they have 



ceased to ‘ consent ' to one of the ‘ principles ’ of the 
Constitution, and are virtually no longer entitled to 
membership. In such a case it would seem that the 
duty of withdrawing from the Society was altogether 
plain. Justicefo those with whom they-associated, and 
to the slave, requires it j— self-respect requires it —the 
No-Government enterprise , which they have nearest at 
heart, requires it. For what can be more unjust'to 
those who originally associated for the reasonable arid 
single purpose of abolishing slavery, than the attempt 
to compel them into a crusade for abolishing Govern¬ 
ment? What more unjust to the suffering slave, than 
to tie on to his magnificent cause a project that is hope¬ 
less, because cast out by the common sense of the na¬ 
tions of the world ? # What more prejudicial to the 
scheme of annihilating human government, than to 
remain associated with those who are striving to-puri¬ 
fy, invigorate and immortalize their own ? 

For my part I can see no good reason why the No- 
Government party should wish, to remain in the Anti- 
Slavery Association, seeing it must be productive of 
endless dissentions ;—especially, when, by withdraw¬ 
ing and forming on a platform of their own, they 
could conduct their enterprise vigorously and harmo¬ 
niously, and permit the abolitionists, who are the ad¬ 
vocates of the elective franchise, to do the same with 
theirs. 

I am prompted to publish the foregoing remarks by 
no personal ill-will to any of those who are counted as 
teachers or disciples of tne No-Government doctrines. 

I have no ground for ill-will. On the contrary, I 
know of nothing which would authorize ine to say, 
speaking of them in the mass, that they intend any 
thing but good ; whilst for several of them I cherish 
particular sentiments of regard. But ft is high lirriB^ 
that something was done to bring this subject directly 
before the great body of the abolitionists, in order that j. 

* The ‘ No-Govern ment ’ theory is but a new growth 
of one of the fungi which sprung up in the early peri¬ 
od of the Reformation, when the minds of men were 
heated by the new ideas presented to them. It soon 
led to the. most horrible excesses. Against it Luther 
spoke and wrote, and even invoked the civil authority 
—but all availed nothing. It ran its career through 
such scenes ef lust and blood, that humanity could not 
but rejoice at its extinction. [Sec Robertson's Chas. 5. 
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they may relieve their cause from an incubus that has\ 
so mightily oppressed it in some parts of the country 
during the last year. It is in vain to think of succeed¬ 
ing in emancipation^ without the co-operation of the 
great mass of the intelligent mind of the nation. This 
can be attracted, only by the reasonableness, the relig¬ 
ion, of our enterprise. To multiply causes of repulsion 
is but to drive it from us, and ensure our own deleat 
—to consign the slave to perdurable chains—our coun¬ 
try to imperishable disgrace. 

JAMES G. BIRNEY. 


REPLY TO JAMES G. BIRNEY. 

To the Editor of the Emancipator. 

Dear Sir, —In the Emancipator of the 2d inst., ap¬ 
peared an elaborate essay from the pen of James G. 
Birney, giving his ‘View of the Constitution of the 
American Anti-Slavery Society, as connected with the 
no-&overnment question.’ I read that essay with grief 
and amazement, and intended to make an immediate 
reply to it; but various engagements have prevented 
the completion of my design up to the present hour. 
This rejoinder, however, will not come at an unsuita¬ 
ble period. 

MR. BIRNEY’S POSITIONS. 

I will first briefly recapitulate the leading positions 
assumed by Mr. Birney, in his extraordinary exposi¬ 
tion of the Anti Slavery Constitution. He declares— 

1. That, by the terms of the Constitution—its letter 
and spirit—every person who subscribes to it, and 
joins the Society, is under a religious obligation to go 
to the polls, and use the elective franchise for the abo¬ 
lition of slavery. 

2. That, consequently, those members of the Society, 
who, from conscientious scruples, refrain from voting 
at all, on any question, ‘ have ceased to consent to one 
of the principles of the Constitution, and are virtually 
no longer entitled to membership.’ 

3. That it is the duty of all such to withdraw from 
the Society, on the ground of ‘justice,’ ‘integrity,’ and 
‘self-respect.’ 

4. That it must be ‘ productive of endless dissentions ’ 
for them to remain in the Society. 

5. That they have attempted ‘to compel ’ the great 
body of abolitionists ‘ into a crusade for abolishing gov- 
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ernment,’ and have tied to the ‘ magnificent cause ’ of 
the slave ' a project that is hopeless, because cast out 
by the common sense of the nations of the world.’ 

6. That they are, virtually, apostates from the anti¬ 
slavery enterprise—pretenders, whose professions and 
practices are utterly at variance—intruders into a So¬ 
ciety, from which, indeed, there is no power to expel 
them, but which they no longer sustain—heretics, who 
have departed from the faith once delivered to aboli¬ 
tionists. 

7. That, in his opinion, their doctrines ‘ strike at the 
root of the social structure, and tend to throw society 
into entire confusion, and to renew, under the sanction 
of religion, scenes of anarchy and license, that have 
generally heretofore been the offspring of the rankest 
infidelity and irreligion. 5 

8. That, while others are ‘ for sustaining and puri¬ 
fying governments, and bringing them to a perfect 
conformity with the principles of the Divine govern¬ 
ment, they are for destroying all government.’ 

9. That their theory ‘ is but a new growth of one of 
the fungi, which sprung up in the early period of the 
Reformation—which soon led to the most horrible ex¬ 
cesses—which run its career through such scenes of 
lust and blood, that Humanity could not but rejoice at 
its extinction. 

As an abolitionist—a member of the National Anti- 
Slavery Convention in 1833—a signer of the Declara¬ 
tion of Sentiments—a framer, member, and manager 
of the Parent Society—I positively affirm, and shall 
undertake to prove, that the first six of the above spe¬ 
cifications are utterly groundless. 

As an advocate of ‘ peace on earth;, and good will 
among men ’—a supporter of government—a disciple 
of Christ—I as emphatically declare, that the remain¬ 
ing allegations are truthless, slanderous, cruel—cari¬ 
catures of the pacific precepts of the gospel—phan¬ 
tasms of a disordered imagination—satires upon the 
obligations of Christianity—libels upon the character 
and conduct of the Prince, of Peace—unsupported by 
any show of reasoning, any appeal to the scriptures, 
'-any presentation of evidence. 

The motives which led to the publication of an 
essay so warily timed, so pregnant with sophistry, so 
crowded with misrepresentation, I leave to be judged 
of by the Omniscient. 1 am willing to believe that they 
were as honest and sincere, as were those which ac- 
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tuated Saul of Tarsus, when he became exceeding mad 
against the saints, and persecuted them even unto 
strange cities—all the while verily believing that he 
was doing God service. The paper was evidently 
drawn up with more than ordinary care, with critical 
exactness and cool deliberation, with legal ingenuity 
and skill. It admits of no apology, therefore, on the 
score of haste, but it is to be regarded as a fair trans¬ 
cript of the mind of Mr. Birney, respecting the Consti¬ 
tution of the Anti-Slavery Society, and the principles 
of those who are restrained, by their religious convic¬ 
tions, from going to the polls. 

PROTEST. 

Before examining Mr. Birney’s remarkable ‘View,’ 
allow me to protest, in my abolition character, against 
ts introduction into the columns of the Emancipator, 
especially without a single editorial comment, as a 
prostitution of the official organ of the Parent Society 
to party purposes—as a violation of the spirit of our 
anti slavery compact—as a‘thrusting in’of atopic 
on forbidden ground, the discussion of which is depre¬ 
cated, by the writer himself, as being extremely hurt¬ 
ful to the abolition cause. It is as much out of place in 
the Emancipator, as would be an essay in favor of 
infant sprinkling, or the claims of the * holy mother 
church.’ It is a bold attack upon the pacific views 
entertained by a portion of the abolitionists, respecting 
allegiance to the will of man, the right to punish en¬ 
emies, and the divine authority of government—an at¬ 
tack made by one dressed in the armor of an abolition¬ 
ist, on the abolition platform, against abolitionists as 
such. If this attack be allowable, so must be a de¬ 
fence : hence, it opens the whole question of non-resis¬ 
tance, (so much dreaded by many,) for discussion 
and settlement in the oigan of the American Anti-Sla¬ 
very Society! 

I enter my protest against the publication of this 
‘ View,’ at a time and under circumstances when it 
was calculated to mislead many honest minds, and to 
produce a bad impression upon the late meeting of the 
Parent Society, which could not be effaced by a sea¬ 
sonable rejoinder. I confess, it does appear to me, that 
nothing could be more unfair or improper than to take 
advantage of the last number of the Emancipator is¬ 
sued previous to the annual meeting, to publish such 
an article. Its apparent design was, so to mislead the 
judgment and obscure the vision ol the delegates, as 
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to secure the adoption of resolutions, condemnatory of 
non-resisting abolitionists, and in support of Mr. Bir- 
ney’s construction of the Constitution. 

I also enter my protest against Mr. Birney’s use of 
an epithet to denote the principles of the non-resistants, 
which we discard as libellous, and which has been ap¬ 
plied to us by our enemies. It is certainly very unfair 
to resort to the vocabulary of our revilers, for a name 
by which to describe us. He calls us a ‘ nogovefn^ 
ment’ parly. He might as honestly style us a ban-1 
ditti. Mr. Birney is called, by the pro-slavery party, 

‘ a fanatic,’ ‘ a madman,’ and ‘ an incendiary.’ Would 
it be ingenuous to apply these epithets to him, as truly 
descriptive of his character? Why, then, is he so un¬ 
just as to fasten upon us a name which was coined in 
the mint of slander, and is circulated by the hand of 
falsehood ? Does ie venture to make, in support of his 
charge, a single quotation from any of our publications, 
official or unofficial? No—not a paragraph, not , a 
sentence, not a word. fWe deny the accusation. We""] 
religiously hold to government—a strong, a righteous, i 
a perfect government—a government which is inde¬ 
structible, which is of heaven, not of men, which tol¬ 
erates no evil, which is administered by an infallible 
Judge, an impartial Lawgiver, the King of kings, and 
Lord of lords. How monstrous, then, the representa¬ 
tion, that we are ‘ for destroying all government ’!! 
But more, on this point, in its proper connexion, 

THE POLITICAL AHGOMENT. 

I proceed to show, that the premises laid down by 
Mr. Birney, in respect to the political duties enjoined 
by the Anti-Slavery Constitution, are unsound; and, 
therefore, that his conclusions are all false. 

The clause in the Constitution, upon which Mr. Bir¬ 
ney relies to sustain his position, is that which declares, 
that ‘the Society will endeavor, in a constitutional 
way, to influence Congress to put an end to the domes¬ 
tic slave trade,’ &c. Commenting upon this lan¬ 
guage, he says—‘It is not unworthy of remark, that 
whilst our fellow-citizens, generally, were to be ad¬ 
dressed, Congress were to be infinenced.' This philolog¬ 
ical distinction he seems to think so important, as to 
settle the question respecting the duty of every mem¬ 
ber of the Society to use the elective franchise! 

Is it possible that Mr. Birney ventures to erect his 
political superstructure upon so slender a foundation ? 
Why, a mere grain of logic will be ponderous enough 
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to dash it to the earth ! < Congress were to he influ¬ 
enced '—very good! My reply, then, to his labored'ar- 
gument, occupying more than two columns, shall be 
compressed into a short syllogism : 

To ‘endeavor to influence Congress’ is required by 
the Anti-Slavery Constitution. 

But Congress can be influenced, independent of po¬ 
litical action at the polls. 

Therefore, such action is not required by the Con¬ 
stitution. 

The first proposition needs no proof, being admitted. 

The second is thus shown to be true : 

Congress can be influenced by petitions, remon¬ 
strances, facts and arguments. 

But these are wholly distinct from political action at 
the polls. 

Therefore, Congress can be influenced, independent 
of such action. 

The third follows from the other two. And hence, 
to arraign any man in the anti-slavery ranks, for re¬ 
fraining from going to the polls on account of relig¬ 
ious scruples, or to assume that those who belong to 
the Anti-Slavery Society are bound to use the elective 
franchise, is to enforce a test of membership not re-' 
quired by the Constitution. 

Again: 

Abolitionists, by belonging to the Anti-Slavery So¬ 
ciety, are pledged only to what is required in the Con¬ 
stitution. 

The use of the elective franchise is not so required. 

Therefore, they are not pledged, individually or col¬ 
lectively, to use the elective franchise. 

Again . 

Congress can be influenced, though it cannot be cre¬ 
ated, without a resort to the ballot-box. 

But abolitionists are bound by their Constitution to 
influence, not to create or assist in creating Congress. 

Therefore, they are not bound to resort to the ballot- 
box. 

Again : 

It is only to creation, but not to the exercise of an in¬ 
fluence, that power is necessary. 

But the Anti-Slavery Society is pledged * to endeav¬ 
or to influence not to create. 

Therefore, the possession and exercise of the crea¬ 
tive power are not requisite to membership in that Soci¬ 
ety. 

2 * 
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Seasoning from Mr. Birney’sown premises, I ask of 
every candid person, whether each of these syllogisms 
is not strictly legitimate and conclusive ? ‘ Congress 
were to be influenced,' he says-. Granted! But, I re* 
peat— to influence an existing Sody, is one thing : to be 
a participant in creating such a body, is another and a 
very diflerent thing. Power is essential to creation ; 
but the feeblest soul in the universe may ‘influence’ 
the most powerful body. ‘ God hath chosen the fool¬ 
ish things of the world, to confound the wise ; and God 
hath chosen the weak things of the world to confound 
the things which are mighty ; and base things of the 
world, and things which are despised, hath God chosen 
—yea, and things which are not, to bring to nought 
things that are ; that no flesh should glory in his pre¬ 
sence.’ The importunity of the poor widow could in¬ 
duce even the unjust judge, who neither feared God 
nor regarded man, to grant her petition. I may en¬ 
deavor to influence His Holiness, the Pope, no longer 
to grant sinful indulgences; but'I am under no obli¬ 
gations to endorse the rightfulness of his authority, or 
to assist in electing him to office. I may supplicate a 
military chieftain not to devastate a certain village ; 
but this would not be sanctioning his murderous voca¬ 
tion. Mr. Birney concedes, that ‘the [nicknamed] no- 
government abolitionists do not object to petitioning 
Congress.’ Then they exactly and fully comply with 
the terms of the Anti-Slavery Constitution ! For what 
are the thousands of petitions annually presented to 
that body, but to ‘influence’ it to cease upholding sla¬ 
very in the District of Columbia?—Is it not surprising, 
therefore,—nay, is it not presumptuous in my brother, 
—that he should urge upon those who are thus faithful 
in discharging their anti-slavery obligations, to ‘ retire 
from the Society,’ as persons disqualified from being 
members of it ? 

MORAL ACTION. 

Mr. Birney also concedes, that ‘ all the action re¬ 
quired by the Constitution is moral.’ But moral ac¬ 
tion is a duty enjoined upon all men by the great Law¬ 
giver, to be employed at all times, and under all cir¬ 
cumstances ; and there is no difference of opinion 
among abolitionists, as to the propriety and necessity 
of using it for the overthrow of slavery. Political ac¬ 
tion, or the use of the elective franchise, is a privilege 
granted, in this country, by a majority of the people- 
purchased with money, or obtained by a term of resi- 
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de&ce, or by naturalization—sometimes conceded to 
the many) sometimes monopolized by the few—and 
treated, on all hands, throughout the civilized world, 
as something; entirely distinct from obedience to G-od ; 
so that, in determining a man’s character, it is never 
asked, ‘ Does he believe in the duty of political action ?’ 
any more than an enquiry is made as to his compara¬ 
tive height or bulk. It is not dependant upon the will 
of man, whether I may love the Lord my God with all 
my heart, and my neighbor as myself; but it is, ivheth 
er I may be an elector. If, then,, as Mr. Birney truly 
affirms, ‘ all the action required by the Constitution is 
moral,’ it is a complete refutation of his political doc¬ 
trines ;—he has signally answered his own reasoning'. 

‘ What God hath joined together, let not man put asun¬ 
der ; ’ but what man attempts to impose upon the con¬ 
science and the understanding, let it ever be resisted 
in a spirit worthy of a freeihan of the Lord. 

THE ANTI-SLAVEBY CONSTITUTION. 

In this controversy, l adhere strictly to the Constitu¬ 
tion of the Parent Society, because it is a question af¬ 
fecting the right of membership, of loyalty to the cause 
of the slave, of rectitude of eonduei, that is under con¬ 
sideration ; because it matters not what is contained 
in other anti-slavery documents, or what may have 
been published on individual responsibility ; and be¬ 
cause Mr. Birney declares that, by the requirements of 
the Constitution, I am no longer—nor are such breth¬ 
ren as Samuel J. May, Isaac Winslow. Orson S. Mur- - 
ray, Effingham L. Capron, George W. Benson,-("all 
signers of the Anti-Slavery Declaration with myself,) 

_ Henry C. Wright, Amos Dresser, Edmund Quincjv&c. 
&c.—entitled to a place upon the abolition platform! 

I throw Mr. Birney’s argument into the following shapg: 

The Constitution requires of those who subscribe to 
it, the exercise of the elective franchise : 

Those who are disqualified by law, or through con¬ 
scientious scruples, from voting at the polls, are not 
entitled to be members: 

But women, minors, aliens, Covenanters, Non-Re¬ 
sistants, many of the Society of Friends, some of the 
signers of the A nti-Sla very Declaration of Sentiments, 
and also of the framers of the American A. S. Constitu- 
tion, and other persons, are thus disqualified : 

Therefore, all such persons, if now members of the 
Parent Society, are required by ‘justice to those with 
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whom they are associated, and to the slave,’ and also 
by their ‘integrity’ and ‘self-respect,’ to withdraw from 
the Society j and thus ‘relieve the abolition cause from 
an incubus, that has so mightily oppressed it ’! ! 

In other words, the American Anti-Slavery Society 
ought and was designed to be, a thoroughly political 

ORGANIZATION ! 

I think I do no injustice to the sentiments of Mr. 
Birney. If he does not mean all this, he has written 
to no purpose. Ever since I began my labors in the 
anti-slavery cause, I have rejoiced in believing, that all 
persons who hold and inculcate the doctrine, that slave¬ 
holding is under all circumstances a crime against God 
and man, and ought to be immediately abandoned,— 
of whatever party or denomination, tribe or nation, 
complexion or sex,—might be members of the Anti- 
Slavery Society; but, it seems, I have been cherishing 
a delusion, if Mr. B’s ‘View ’ be correct. Who, now, 
has been guilty of ‘ straining or distorting the principles 
of the organization, so as to make them applicable to 
cases, to which all concerned know they were never in¬ 
tended to apply,’ if it be not himself? It is marvel¬ 
lous, truly, after passing wholesale condemnation up¬ 
on myself, and some of the choicest abolition spirits in 
the land, and ‘ logically ’(?) proving that for us any 
longer to remain in the Society would be contra bonos 
mores, —evincive of a lack of integrity, self-respect, and 
a sense of justice to those with whom we are now im¬ 
properly associated—he should acknowledge that 

‘The American Society have no Board of Inspection 
appointed to scrutinize the qualification of persons pro¬ 
posing themselves for membership. ThejP publish 
their constitution—submit it to all—leaving it to the 
integrity of every one to decide for himself, whether 
he possesses the qualifications it requires, or not.’ 

So I have always thought; and therefore I marvel 
the more, that my friend should resolve himself into 
such a ‘Board of Inspection,’ and venture to occupy 
ground which the Parent Society has never felt au¬ 
thorized to assume! 

NON-RESISTANTS WILL NOT LEAVE THE SOCIETY ! 

But what is to be done ? Pass ten thousand resolu¬ 
tions in anti-slavery meetings, that political action is a 
religious duty, and still they would all avail nothing— 
so long as Mordecai the Jew is seen sitting at the king’s 
gate. ‘ These sectaries,’ the ‘no-government ’ aboli- 
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tionists, 1 insist that their views are altogether harmo¬ 
nious with what is required for membership by the 
constitution,’—and ‘it is presumed that every one hon¬ 
estly considers himself qualified for membership at the 
time of uniting,’ and just so long as he consents to re¬ 
main in the society. Hence, not one. of them is dispos¬ 
ed to withdraw from the present anti-slavery organiza¬ 
tion; for they appreciate it too highly to make a dis¬ 
turbance, and secede, merely because their brethren 
entertain different views of the gospel of peace from 
their own. They believe that ‘ both the no-govern¬ 
ment and the government men can act under the con¬ 
stitution, according to the dictates of their consciences 
respectively.’ •' "But is this really so ? ’ Mr. Birney asks, 
with an air of incredulity. I answer —it is really so • 
so it hps been for years, and so it may be till the jubi¬ 
lee come, if we truly ‘remember them that are in bonds 
as bound with them,’ and do not attempt to make our 
individual views of religion or politics—of the Church 
or the State—the standard by which to measure the 
whole body. We are all perfectly agreed as to the sin 
of slaveholding, the duty of immediate emancipation, 
and the obligation which every abolitionist virtually 
takes to carryout his principles wherever he can act con¬ 
scientiously, whether in the church or out of it, at the 
ballot-box or elsewhere. Why, then, in the name of 
humanity and of brotherly love, should we fall out by 
the way, and insist upon a separation, because we are 
not all united in opinion on political or theological 
points ? Before I can be guilty of such unnatural con¬ 
duct, I am sure that my right hand will forget its cun¬ 
ning, and my tongue cleave to the roof of my mouth. 

In the sacred cause of emancipation, I have known no 
man after the flesh, and been no respecter of persons, 
of creeds, or sects, or parties. I have given the right 
hand of fellowship to all who believe in the duty of 
immediately letting my fettered countrymen go free, 
and have refused to associate with none on account of 
a disagreement of views on other subjects. But how? 
coldly, how invidiously, how like an abhorred Samar- >* 
itan, have I been treated by many in the anti-slavery 
ranks, on account of my religious opinions \ 

ON TRIAL AS AEOLITIONISTS. 

Commenting on the fact, that ‘ the no-government(!) 
abolitionists do not object to petitioning Congress,’ Mr. 
Birney remarks, in a strain of sarcasm—‘ So far, so 
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• good. If this seems an absurdity to others, it may not 
/ to them. They may have some method of accommo- 

( i dating their principles to such a proceeding, of which 
others are ignorant. . . It is nothing more than what 
often happens to good men who embrace absurd dog¬ 
mas, to which their practical humanity and common 
sense cannot be brought entirely to submit.’ I dismiss 
this fling by saying, that, allowing it to be merited— 
what then ? True, it may serve to convict non-resist¬ 
ing abolitionists of glaring inconsistency, as non-resist¬ 
ants ; but it as conclusively shows that, as abolitionists 
they faithfully abide by the A. S. Constitution, in thus 
endeavoring to ‘influence Congress.’ And it must be 
kept in mind, that they are now on trial as abolition¬ 
ists, not AS KON-KESISTANTS. 

POLITICAL INCONSISTENCY. 

Consistency is said to be a jewel. Mr. Birney gives 
us a rare specimen of it, on the part of the ‘pro-gov¬ 
ernment abolitionists.’ He tells us in one breath, that, 
from the moment they endorsed the A. S. Constitution, 
they were as sacredly bound to use their elective fran¬ 
chise for the benefit of the slave, as to inculcate the 
duty of immediate emancipation. In the next breath, 
he makes the astounding confession—‘For SEVER¬ 
AL YEARS after the organization of the American 
Society, our numbers were too few to attempt political 
action [i. e. too few to perform an imperative duty!] 
It was, therefore, generally DEPRECATED AS INEX¬ 
PEDIENT.’ How many abolitionists are necessary 
to make political action a duty, we are not told. It is, 
certainly, a novel criterion, by which to determine the 
guilt or innocence of a body of men, pledged to do a 
certain aet, the performance of which, for a series of 
years, they deprecate as inexpedient! I thought it was 
the creed of a genuine abolitionist to do right now , let 
who will delay. But, according to Mr. Birney. these 
‘ pro-government abolitionists ’ have for a long time 
‘ stepped out of the cause, into the work of producing 
an abstract religion, a sort of quintessence of human¬ 
ity, which they bottle up as they go along, to be used 
WHEN there is enough of it to food the land.’* If, 
then, the ‘no-government abolitionists’ have acted in¬ 
consistently in petitioning Congress, what shall be said 
of the conduct of our ‘pro-government’brethren, in 
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neglecting for years to vote at the polls against sla¬ 
very ? 

THE TRUE ABOLITION PLATFORM. 

The ballot-box is the final abolition argument, says 
Mr. Birnev. ‘THE BALLOT-BOX IS NOT AN 
ABOLITION ARGUMENT,’! says Elizur Wright, Jr. 
The witnesses are both ‘pro-government ’ men, and yet 
they do not agree in this matter. 

Again: 

■ Abolitionists have but one work: it is not to put 
any body into office, or out of it, but to set right those 
who make officers. It i§ not an action upon Church 
or State, but upon the materials of both. Success 
will certainly develope itself, both through those who 
make human laws, and those who interpret the divine. 
But it would seem the natural order, that it should 
show itself first through the latter. The interpreters 
of divine law are, in fact, the chief sinners. They 
have given license, .ad libitum, to man-stealing ; and it 
cannot he expected that the statutes of a State should 
be better than its religion.’I- 

Again: 

‘ The great end at which we aim is, to subvert the 
relation of master and slave— not by machinery, PO¬ 
LITICAL OR ECCLESIASTICAL, but by establish¬ 
ing in the hearts of men a deep and wide-spreading 
conviction of the brotherhood of the human race ; that 
God hath indeed made of one blood all nations of men 
for to dwell on all the face of the earth ; that all men 
who mean to obey the divine appointment, and hon¬ 
estly get their btead by their labor, have a common 
interest in sustaining the principle, that the laborer is 
worthy of his hire.’ § 

This is a correct representation of the ground-work 
of abolitionism. The Anti-Slavery Society is not an 
organization lodetermine the question, whether Church 
or State, as now constituted, is, per se, right or wrong 
—but, simply, to ‘influence’ both, by ‘ihe foolishness 
of preaching ’ the doctrine, that slaveholding is man¬ 
stealing. Its principles are immutable, and purely re¬ 
ligious ; its measures, 1 such only as the opposition of 
moral purity to moral corruption—the destruction of 
error by the potency of truth—the overthrow of preju- 
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dice by the power of love —and the abolition of slavery 
by the spirit of repentance.' || 

THE CHURCH AS WELX, AS THE STATE TO BE PURIFIED. 

It is as truly a part of its mission to purify the 
Church, as it is to reform the State ; but not to arraign 
either as based upon a wrong foundation, nor to sane*’ 
tion either as inherently good or absolutely indispen¬ 
sable. As to the utility of sectarian organizations, or 
what constitutes the church of Christ, its members are 
not agreed ; neither do they see eye to eye as to the 
proper elements of civil government Who is so 
blind as not to perceive, that if such ‘ questions of 
doubtful disputation’ had been brought forward in the 
National Anti Slavery Convention, in 1833, for discus¬ 
sion and settlement, no Declaration of Sentiments 
could have been put forth to the world, no Anti-Sla¬ 
very Society organized, on that occasion ? Individual 
abolitionists may or may not adopt a creed, or take an 
oath of allegiance, and yet be faithful members of the 
Parent Society ; but, surely, it does not come within 
the scope of THE SOCIETY, or its organ , to defend 
the Church, or to uphold the State, in a partisan char¬ 
acter. This, I think, is too clear to need an additional 
argument. I write for the satisfaction of honest minds, 
not to silence hair-splitting cavillers. When, therefore, 
it is officially declared, that ‘ there are, at the present 
time, the highest obligations resting upon the people of 
the free States, to remove slavery by moral and polit¬ 
ical action, as prescribed in the Constitution of the 
United Slates,'^[ and that ‘ the Society will endeavor, in 
a constitutional way, tovifluence Congress,’** language 
is not used arbitrarily or dogmatically, so as to inter¬ 
fere with the rights of conscience, but in a popular sense 
—implying, merely, that as slavery has found a refuge 
in the hall of legislation as well as the temple of reli¬ 
gion, and is sustained by the laws of the land as well 
as by the practices of ^he church, it is the grand object 
of the Anti-Slavery Society so to affect public senti¬ 
ment, and touch the issues of religious and political ac¬ 
tion, and alter the views and feelings of the people in 
regard to the crime of slaveholding, that all classes of 
society, churchmen and politicians, law-makers and 
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law-executioners, those who can use the elective fran¬ 
chise, and those who cannot, may be induced to rally 
together, en masse, for the entire abolition of slavery, 
whatever else that is unsound in opinion, or corrupt 
in practice, they may be disposed to cherish or tolerate. 
Seen in this clear light, how victorious are the princi¬ 
ples, how rational the measures, how harmonious the 
elements of the anti slavery association ! But, contem¬ 
plated in Mr. Birney : s ‘View,’it is a house divided 
against itself, the occupants of which are engaged in 
personal conflicts with each other, instead of defending 
themselves and their cause from the fierce attacks of a 
besieging enemy! Which course do policy, reason, 
justice, union, self-preservation, dictate as the true one 
to be pursued ? Which construction of the constitu¬ 
tion is more consonant with true charity, sound argu¬ 
ment, and individual liberty of conscience ? 

AN ABSURDITY. 

In reply to the statement, that many good men, 
some of the earliest abolitionists in the field, have been 
united with the American Society from its organiza¬ 
tion, and yet remain members, who are, in principle, 
opposed to using the elective franchise on any occa¬ 
sion, he says— 

‘ The conclusion from these premises, to which the 
new constructionists (!) come, is, that the constitution 
is consistent with this state of things. But, if it prove 
any thing logically, it is, that if sectaries be not ex¬ 
pelled from an institution, and are content themselves 
to remain in it, that, therefore, the rules of the institu¬ 
tion consist with their heresy : which is absurd.’ 

The real, the palpable, the monstrous absurdity of 
the thing is, in assuming (as Mr. Birney does) that 
such men as SAMUEL J. MAY and ISAAC WINS¬ 
LOW would deliberately sign a Declaration, and as¬ 
sist in framing a Constitution, by which they solemnly 
pledged themselves to do an act which they did not 
mean to perform, and could not in conscience—thus 
proving themselves to be hypocrites, or dullards, too 
ignorant to understand the meaning of language 1 
And it is particularly ridiculous,—a specimen of folly 
closely allied to cool effrontery,—to address them re¬ 
proachfully as ‘ Sectaries ; ; to censure them for not 
having separated themselves from the American Soci¬ 
ety ; to remind them, that, if they are not expelled, it 
is because their presence is tolerated by sufferance : 
to insinuate that they are dishonest, devoid of ‘ com- 
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mon sense,’ lost to £ self-respect,’ and neglectful of 
‘ duty,’ to remain in the Society ; to represent them as 
‘an incubus ’ upon the apti-slavery enterprise ; to ac¬ 
cuse them of aiming to ‘ destroy all government’— 
and holding doctrines which ‘tend to throw society into 
entire confusion, and to renew, under the sanction of 
religion, scenes of anarchy and license ’!!! 

AN IMPORTANT DISTINCTION. 

I am quoted, by Mr. Birney, as ' having set the ex¬ 
ample of voting lor a professed abolitionist, and en¬ 
couraging others to do the same.’ As to this citation 
—cui bono ? I humbly conceive, that it concerns no 
man, or body of men, to know how many or how few 
times I have voted since the adoption of the A. S. Con¬ 
stitution ; or whether I have, or have not, changed my 
views of politics within a few years. What 1 may 
have said and done, and what the Constilvtion enjoins, 
are wholly distinct questions. I deny to no individual 
abolitionist the right to inculcate the doctrine, that it 
is the religions duty of every man to go to the polls ; 

. but when he assumes that the Constitution ol the Pa¬ 
rent Society maintains that doctrine, and aims to get 
it endorsed by the Society, as such, in the liofie that he 
shall thus be able to create a schism in the abolition 
ranks, I pronounce him a disorganizing spirit, how¬ 
ever pathetically he may talk about breaking the 
chains of ‘ the poor slaves,’ or of his fears that they 
will be left to perish, unless he can succeed in making 
others swallow his political dogmas. It is quite re-\ 
markable, that some of those-who have been foremost * 
in protesting against being reckoned my followers 
—who have been loudest in their boasts, that they fol¬ 
low no man—who have been unwilling that I should 
be regarded as the mouth-piece of the Anti-Slavery 
Society, in any sense—who have repelled the slightest 
intimation from the enemies of abolition, that the So¬ 
ciety is responsible for the sayings and doings of the j, 
V Liberator—I say, it is quite remarkable, that, all at” 
'once, in the eyes of those persons, I have become an 
official organ, an unerring oracle, the Magnus Apollo 
of the whole land, whose speech and example are to be 
followed implicitly—because they have ascertained 
that, since the year 1833, I have actually voted once at 
the polls ! They shall not make me vain. I perceive 
the design of this incense-offering—to cast me off from 
the anti-slavery cause, (paradoxical as the statement 
may seem,) in order to secure ‘ the co-operation of the 
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fET" GREAT MASS OF THE INTELLIGENT MIND [i. e. the aris- 

tocracy, the rabbies and scribes] of the nation.’ I am 
not willing to be made a tool for their convenience—to 
be crowned this hour, that I may be deposed Lhe nextj^ 
for it is not true, that the Liberator has ever been the \ 
official journal of any society or body of men, or that \ 
any other person, besides its editor, is responsible | 
either for the religious or political sentiments contain- j 
ed in its columns. 

A FALSE ACCUSATION. 

‘.What can be more unjust,’ Mr. Birney asks, ‘ to 
those who originally associated for the reasonable and 
single purpose of abolishing slavery, than the attempt 
to compel them into a crusade for abolishing govern¬ 
ment ? What more unjust to the suffering slave, than 
to tie on to his magnificent cause a project that is hope¬ 
less, because cast out by the common sense (!) of the 
nations of the world ?’ To these interrogations I an¬ 
swer—that, whoever charges me, or any of my breth¬ 
ren of the Non-Resistance Society, with having at any 
time introduced our peculiar views of government into 
the meetings of abolitionists, or attempted to make use 
of the Anti-Slavery Society to give them currency, 
bears false witness. The charge is utterly untrue. 

' Our accusers are the real transgressors. They have 
not scrupled, as abolitionists, in the official organs of 
the anti-slavery cause, in the capacity of abolition lec¬ 
turers, in the meetings of abolition societies, to make 
war upon the pacific views of a portion of their breth¬ 
ren—views which these brethren carefully avoided 
promulgating as connected with the objects of the A. S. 
-Society. Among those who have thus unfairly marie 
use of their abolition standing and influence, in an 
official manner, to carry on their belligerous crusade 
against the friends of non-resistance, James G. Biyney, 
Henry B. Stanton, Elizur Wright, jr., Amos A. Phelps, 
and Orange Scott, may he included. I never expected 
to receive such treatment from these brethren:— 
their conduct fills me with surprise and grief. To ac¬ 
cuse me, and those who agree with me in respect to 
political action, w ith designing and striving to ‘ tie on 1 
to the abolition cause that of non-resistance, so that 
the latter may obtain an adventitious support, is plainly 
to declare us devoid of all honesty, and to represent us 
as false and treacherous men. If we have indeed fall- 1 
len so low in the estimation of our ‘ pro-government ’ 
associates, then not onty should they desire no longer 
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to be with us in the auti-slavery organizatipn, but they 
should shun our company on ordinary occasions. If 
what they allege against us be true, then we are as 
unprincipled as the slaveholders are oppressive. But 
we deny the allegation, and demand the proof. We 
are very certain that we are ‘ more sinned against than 
sinning.’ As men, as citizens, as Christians, we con¬ 
fess that we have advocated the heaven-originated 
cause of Non-Resistance, and shall continue to do so, 
until we are convicted of error ; but not as abolitionists. 
1 The head and front of our offending hath this extent 
—no tngre.’ 

THE NON-RESISTANCE THEORY EMBODIED IN THE ANTI-SLA¬ 
VERY CONSTITUTION AND DECLARATION OF SENTIMENTS. 

Mr. Birney sums up his accusations against us as 
follows: 

‘ They carry out, to the full extent, the non-resist¬ 
ance theory. To the first ruffian who would demand 
our purse, or oust us from our houses, they are to be 
unconditionally surrendered, unless moral suasion be 
found sufficient to induce him to decline from his pur¬ 
pose. Our wives, our daughters, our sisters, our 
mothers, we are to see set upon by the most brutal, 
without any effort, on our part, except argument, to 
defend them ; and even they, themselves, are forbid¬ 
den to use, in defence of their purity, such powers as 
God has endowed them with for its protection, if re¬ 
sistance should be attended with injury or destruction 
to the assailant.’ 

I shall not attempt to vindicate the principles of 
Non-Resistance, in this already too protracted reply. 
What I wish to remark is, that all that Mr. Birney al¬ 
leges against us, in the paragraph just quoted, he and 
the great body of abolitionists have repeatedly enjoin¬ 
ed upon the slave population of this country—i. e. in 
no case to resist evil. The solemn and affecting lan- 
guase of the Anti Slavery Declaration of Sentiments, 
(which, according to Mr. Birney, ‘ although possess¬ 
ing no obligatory force, is the highest evidence that can 
be had, apart from the Constitution, of what was in¬ 
tended by the body of the abolitionists in that instru¬ 
ment,’) is to this effect: 

‘ Their [our revolutionary fathers’], principles led 
them to wage war against their opponents, and to spill 
human blood like water, in order to be free. Ours 

FORBID THE DOING OF EVIL THAT GOOD MAY COME, and 

lead us to reject, and to entreat the oppressed to reject, 
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the use of all carnal weapons for deliverance from bond¬ 
age—relying solely upon those which are spiritual, and 
mighty through God to "the pulling down of strong 
holds.’ 

Here is strong and emphatic condemnation of the 
conduct of those who achieved the independence of 
this country, in forcibly resisting their oppressors; 
here is a solemn declaration, that, such are the ‘prin¬ 
ciples’ of the signers of that instrument, they cannot 
defend themselves by a resort to physical force, in any 
case ; and here the slaves are entreated to see their 
‘wives, daughters, sisters, mothers,’ set upon by the 
most brutal, without any effort, on their part, to defend 
them, except by ‘ moral suasion ’—and to uncondi¬ 
tionally surrender themselves to the first slaveholding 
ruffian, who may be disposed to plunder them—be¬ 
cause they may not do evil, that good may come—i. e. 
may not seek to deliver themselves, from the most 
horrible fate, by the use of ‘such powers-as God has 
endowed them with for their protection, if resistance 
should be attended with injury or destruction to the 
assailants ’!! The cases are precisely analogous. 
Now, is it not one article in the creed of abolitionists, 
that the rights of a black man are equal to those of a 
white one—and that what may be justified in one, may 
be done by the other, under similar circumstances? 
Here, then, are the doctrines of non-resistance in a 
nut-shell! 

Again : The last clause of the second'article of the 
Constitution of the American Anti-Slavery Society is 
in these words : 

‘ But this Society will never, in any way, countenance 
the oppressed in vindicating their rights by a resort to 
physical force.’ 

This is tantamount to what is laid down as amoral 
duty in the DECLARATION. It is non-resistance to 
the most brutal tyrants that ever preyed upon the hu¬ 
man race. Yet some of the very men, who have siib- 
scribed to that. Constitution, are the most violent in 
their detestation of the non-resistance doctrines, and 
say that they ‘hate them with a perfect hatred ’!! 
Yes, those who have solemnly promised, before heav¬ 
en and earth, that they will ‘NEVER, in any way, 
countenance the oppressed*in vindicating their rights 
by a resort to physical force,’ now scout the doctrine 
of passive submission as most absurd and wicked, and 
are full of the spirit of war! ‘ Never countenance ’— 

3 * 
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it is not, therefore, because it would be inexpedient to 
do so, to-day, next week, or peradventure next year— 
but because it would be always contrary to the will of 
God, to the spirit of the Gospel, and the example of 
Christ! ‘ Whatsoever ye would that men should do to 

you, do ye even so to them ' — negroes though they be. 
‘ Never, in any way, countenance the oppressed’— 
mark that! How can Messrs. Bimey, Phelps, Scott, 
&c. more directly encourage the slaves to rise against 
their masters, than by avowing, as they do, that self- 
defence against brutal assailants, by the use of carnal 
weapons—clubs, swords and pistols—is not only right, 
but a sacred duty ? Non-resistants are the only per¬ 
sons in the land, and especially in the anti-slavery or¬ 
ganization, who do not, ‘ in any way,’ either in theory 
or practice, by precept or example, 1 countenance the 
oppressed in vindicating their rights by a resort to 
physical force! ’ Yet, because they follow the letter 
and spirit ofc the anti-slavery constitution, in this par¬ 
ticular, they are compared to the bloody-minded Ana¬ 
baptists, and represented as being disqualified to act 
as members of the Parent Society ! 

INCONSISTENCY OF ABOLITIONISTS. 

If it be said, in reply, that those who endorsed the 
pacific views of the Declaration of Sentiments and A. 
S. Constitution, did not mean to be understood as sanc¬ 
tioning the principles of non-resistance, as applied to 
all classes and descriptions of men, I answer— 

1. Whatever they may have meant, it is certain that 
a fair interpretation of their language commits them 
in favor of the doctrine of universal non-resistance, as 
a religious duty, binding upon every individual suffer¬ 
ing unjustly, whether white or black. 

2. If they do not mean what their language obvi¬ 
ously implies, why do they not alter the phraseology 
of the Constitution ? 

3. It is certain that to reject the use of all carnal 
weapons, even in cases of extreme peril and suffering, 
and to rely solely upon those which are spiritual, lor 
succor and deliverance, is to declare ourselves non re- 
sistants in principle. 

4. Up to the hour that Lovejoy fell, abolitionists 
made high pretensions to the character of ‘ ultra peace 
men ’—they did not resist evil—they took up no weap¬ 
ons iu self-defence but those of prayer, and the sword 
of the spirit, though cruelly treated by their enemies ; 
and how trailed, invincible, victorious, they were at 
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every onset! How, in their weakness, the omnipo- 
tence of God was made manifest, to the utter discom¬ 
fiture of the enemies of emancipation ! Since that 
time, so radical has been the change effected in the 
views and leelings of abolitionists, on this subject, that 
the following resolution, (drawn up by John G. Whitti¬ 
er) was rejected at the annual meeting of the Parent 
Society in 1838, by a vote of 19 in the affirmative, 
and 44 in the negative !! 

‘ Resolved, That we earnestly desire, that the agents 
and members of this Society, while engaged in advo¬ 
cating the pure and pacific principles of emancipation, 
may continue patient under their manifold provoca¬ 
tions, forgiving their enemies, not relying upon physi¬ 
cal strength for their defence against the violence of 
others ; but, by their patient endurance of evil, evince 
the spirit of their Master, whose mission was one of 
‘peace on earth, and good will to men.’ 

It was a body of ‘ultra peace men,’ who could vote 
down that harmless resolution! Alas! ‘how has the 
gold become dim, and the most fine gold changed ! ’ 

Let me not be misunderstood. I do not mean to af¬ 
firm, that either the signers of the Declaration, or the 
members of the Parent Society, really intended, at any 
time, t» take the ground now occupied by those who 
are technically called ‘ non-resistants,’ or ‘ no-govern¬ 
ment men.’ That they laid down and sanctioned all 
the principles of non-resistance, cannot be denied ; but 
I do not believe that, as a body, they understood how 
far they had, in fact, committed themselves. They 
were agreed that the starved, lacerated, down-trodden 
slaves had no right to fight for liberty ; but they did 
not exactly mean that they themselves were not to use 
carnal weapons, when their ‘ wives, daughters, sisters, 
mothers,’ and their own sacred persons, should be put 
in jeopardy by ‘ the most brutal ’! They did not per¬ 
ceive that, in stripping those who are the most terribly 
abused and outraged, of all right to lift a finger in self- 
defence, they also deprived themselves, and all others, 
of such right! They did not understand that the rule 
was to work both ways! All this I readily admit. 
What I mean to say is, that, by a strict and fair con¬ 
struction of the instruments above alluded to, non-re¬ 
sistance is more explicitly enjoined upon abolitionists, than 
the duty of using the elective franchise. I cannot, there¬ 
fore, think highly ol the fair-mindedness of Mr. Bir- 
ney, in that, while he attempts to prove that abolition- 
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ists are bound to goto the polls, by torturing the words, 
‘ will endeavor to influence Congress,’ &c. into such 
an obligation, he says not one word about the pacific 
principles embodied in the Constitution and Declara¬ 
tion, while attacking non-resisting abolitionists. 

ABOLITION AT* THE BALLOT-BOX. 

Once more, I beg not to be misapprehended. I have 
always expected, t still expect, to see abolition at the 
ballot-box, renovating the political action of the coun- 
/\ fry—dispelling the sorcery influences of party—break¬ 

ing asunder the fetters of political servitude—stirring 
•up the torpid consciences of voters—substituting anti¬ 
slavery for pro-slavery representatives in every legis¬ 
lative assembly—modifying and rescinding all laws 
which sanction slavery. But this political reformation 
is to be effected solety by a change in the moral vision 
of the people ;—not by attempting to prove, that it is 
the duty of every abolitionist to be a voter, but that it 
is the duty of every voter to be an abolitionist. By 
converting electors to the doctrine, that slavery ought 
to be immediately abolished, a rectified political ac¬ 
tion is the natural consequence ; for where this doc¬ 
trine is received into the soul, the soul-carrier may be 
trusted any where, that he will not betray the cause of 
bleeding humanity. As to the height and depth, the 
length and breadth of CHRISTIANITY, it is not the 
province of abolition to decide ; but only to settle one 
point—to wit, that slaveholding is a crime under all 
circumstances, leaving those who believe in the doc¬ 
trine to carry out their principles, with all fidelity, in 
whatever sphere they may be called upon to act, but 
not authoritatively determining whether they are 
bound to be members of the church, or voters at the 
polls. It has never been a difficult matter to induce 
men to go to the ballot-box ; but the grand difficulty 
ever has been, and still is, to persuade them to carry a 
good conscience thither, and act as free moral agents, 
not as the tools of party. 

EFFECTS OF NON-RESISTANCE UPON POLITICAL ACTION. 

I go still further. I not only expect to see abolition 
at the polls, but I feel as sure as that day will follow 
night, ihat the political action of this country will be 
purified and renovated, in exact proportion to the prev¬ 
alence of the great conservative doctrines of non-resis¬ 
tance ! This may seem, to many, absurd, paradoxical, 
impossible ; but it is strictly natural, rational, philo- 
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sophical. As in the presence of Christianity, idolatry 
is made hideous even in the eyes of the idolators, and 
conscience is stimulated to put away the grosser forms 
of iniquity; so, revealed in the light of Non-Resistance, 
the kingdoms and governments of this world are seen 
in their real deformity, and those who sustain them 
are beginning to be ashamed of the. work of their own 
hands, and to feel how awful are the responsibilities 
resting upon them, in assuming the power of life and 
death over each other. Non-Resistance measures every 
law of man by the law of God ; and, already, the result 
of its examination is appalling. Suddenly there is a 
mighty stir in community ! Priests have, become pol¬ 
iticians, and are holding up political action almost as 
‘the one thing needful.’ Formerly, they shrunk from 
this work as from the touch of foul contamination. 

In their opinion, religion had the slightest possible 
connection with politics ; and the Christian who seldom 
ventured into the turbulent arena was deemed the 
wisest man, Between the Church and the State there 
was declared to be an impassable gulf. The dead 
were told to bury their dead, but the living instructed 
to follow Christ, as King of kings and Lord of lords, 
upon whose shoulders rested the only righteous govern¬ 
ment in the universe. Now the pulpit and the relig¬ 
ious press are teeming with homilies upon the religious 
duty of going to the polls—upon the divine institution 
of human government—upon the criminality of those 
professedly good men, who neglect to use the elective 
franchise, or allow themselves to be made the tools of 
party—upon the solemn obligations resting upon the 
people, (in the language of Mr. Birney,) ‘ to sustain and 
purify governments,and bring them to a perfect confor¬ 
mity with the principles of the divine government’! 
Men who refuse to meddle with politics are marked as 
dangerous citizens! Truly, we may exclaim, in view 
of this extraordinary change of sentiment, ‘ Mirabile 
dictu!' And to what is it to be attributed, but to the 
preaching of the sublime doctrines of Non-Resistance ? 
For it is certain that, as these doctrines have spread,our*""^ 
‘pro-government ’ brethren have obtained new views 
of duty at the polls, and are indebted for their awaken¬ 
ed consciences and rectified vision to the despised andj 
calumniated non-resistants. They are not prepared t{T !W 
adopt the theory of this humble class; they cannot 
wholly forsake houses and lands, relations and friends, 
and lose their lives, for Christ’s sake ; they are not 
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believe in overcoming evil with good, but rely upon 
physical force for protection and redress ; yet they are 
fbrcedto perceive how hideously defective isthe gov¬ 
ernment which they cherish, and to confess that it 
bears little or no resemblance to the gospel of Christ. 
Hence, in order to justify their conduct, and to refute 
the charges of non-resistants, they have set themselves 
to work in good earnest, (a small portion only,") to re¬ 
peal wicked and oppressive laws, to soften the severity 
of the pena.1 code, to elect better men to office, to oblit¬ 
erate the lines Of party, and to make conscience and 
the fear of God attendants at the polls. In all this 
I rejoice. I hail such an altered state of political feel¬ 
ing as the harbinger of a mighty reformation. 

That non-resistance will essentially aid, instead of 
injuring the anti-slavery cause, politically and morally, 
is proved to a demonstration. - 

In the first place, noperson can be a non-resistant, 
without being a whole-hearted abolitionist—(the great¬ 
er includes the less, always)—though a man may be an 
abolitionist, and yet not a non-resistant. 

Secondly, the principles of non resistance have ta¬ 
ken root more deeply, and spread more widely, in 
Massachusetts, than in any other State. All who em¬ 
brace them are abolitionists. What State can compare 
with her for devotion to the cause of the slave,—for 
abolition integrity, activity, intrepidity,—in liberal 
contributions and self-sacrificing efforts to redeem the 
captives in our midst—in vigorous political action at the 
polls? To what State are the eyes of the South turned 
with so much anxiety and alarm, as to Massachusetts ? 
Is she not regarded, every where, as the leader of the 
States in this great struggle ? 

Thirdly, the principles of non-resistance have been 
discussed in the columns of the Liberator, with more 
or less freedom, for the last three or four years. What 
has made the abolitionism of Massachusetts, (I do not 
say this boasiingly, but as a historical fact, pertinent 
to the present argument,) but the Liberator ? I appeal to 
Henry B. Stanton, and to every other agent who has 
lectured in or out of Massachusetts, whether, as a 
general rule, those who take the Liberator are not the 
very salt of the anti-slavery enterprise—the most un¬ 
compromising, clear-sighted, active, generous, among 
abolitionists—the most faithful to their principles, the 
most to be relied on at the polls? If this be hot so, then 
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these agents have testified falsely. Again and again 
have they declared, that, in going into a new field of 
labor, or even into an old one, almost their first in¬ 
quiry has been .—‘ Who takes the Liberator ?’—because 
they felt sure of finding a genuine abolitionist, wheth¬ 
er the subscriber proved to be a man or woman. 

I repeat it, as the stirring conviction of my heart, 
and the logical" deduction ot my understanding, that 
Non-Resistance is destined to pour new life-blood into 
ike veins of Abolition—to give it extraordinary vigor 
—to clothe it with new beauty—to inspire it with ho¬ 
lier feelings—to preserve it from corruption—though 
not necessarily connected with it. 

IMPORTANT FACT. 

It is remarkable, that while Mr. Birney is disposed 
to dwell upon the -political features of the anti-slavery 
cause as strikingly obvious and attractive, he should 
overlook the following resolution, whjch was adopted 
at the annual meeting of the American Anti-Slavery 
Society, no longer ago than last year ! 

‘Resolved, That George Bourne, Charles W. Denison, 
Wm. Lloyd Garrison, Beriah Green, Samuel J. May, 
Amos A. Phelps, Orange Scott, John G. Whittier , and 
Hiram Wilson, be a committee to prepare a Declara¬ 
tion, which shall announce the judgement of the 
American Anti-Slavery Society, concerning the common 
error that our enterprise is of a POLITICAL, and not 
religious character.’ 

This resolution is a clear refutation of the elaborate 
reasoning contained in Mr. Birney’s political essay. 
The reader will observe—1. that it deprecates the no¬ 
tion, that the anti-slavery enterprise is of a political 
character, as false and pernicious ; 2. that it eschews, 
not parly merely, but political action; 3. that it makes 
a broad distinction between political and religious char¬ 
acter ; 4. that it implies, that, ‘ in the judgment of the 
American Anti-Slavery Society,’ there is no relation¬ 
ship between politics and reiigion, any more than be¬ 
tween light and darkness! 

FAMILY GOVERNMENT. 

Alluding to the non-resistants, Mr. Birney says : 

‘ Denying to civil governments the right to use force, 
they easily deduce, that family governments have no 
such rights. Thus, they would withhold from parents 
any power of personal chastisement or restraint for the 
correction of their children.’ 
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Without stopping to examine the truthfulness of this 
grave charge, I venture to make the inquiry, .whether 
it is the appropriate business of Mr. Birney, as one of 
the Secretaries of the Parent Society, and in its official 
organ, to determine for abolitionists, whether they 
may or may not use the birch or the cowhide in the 
management of their children ? If so, I do not see why 
he may not as properly sit in judgment upon our die¬ 
tetic habits and our theological speculations—and thus 
act as a ‘ Board of Inspection appointed to scrutinize the 
qualifications of persons proposing themselves for 
membership,' touching all questions relating to law, 
physic, or divinity, as well as to the abolition of sla¬ 
very. 

DENIAL OF A CRUEL CHARGE. 

I have thus attempted—with what success the readers 
of the Emancipator must judge—to reply to the polit¬ 
ical arguments of Mr Birney, and to show precisely 
the attitude in which those stand, who are for making 
political action at the polls the test of membership in 
the anti-slavery organization. To the assertion of 
Mr. B., that < the no-governtnent theory is but a new 
growth of one of the fungi which sprung up in the 
early period of the Reformation, and soon led to the 
most horrible excesses,' I shall now merely oppose a 
naked denial of its truth. The onus probandi rests up¬ 
on the accuser, not upon the accused. It is for him to 
maintain his assertion, if he can—and, failing to do so, 
to acknowledge that he has done gross injustice to 
those, whose moral deportment he cannot impeach, 
and who fas he confesses) ‘ wholly deny and repudi¬ 
ate ’ what he supposes to he the legitimate consequences 
of their scheme. The principles and measures of the 
Non-Resistants are as opposite to those which formerly 
characterised the Anabaptists in Germany, as i» holi¬ 
ness to sin, light to darkness, and mercy to cruelty ! 
Thus saith the Lord—Cursed are all they who trust m 
man, or who make flesh their arm.’ ‘ Blessed are the 
peace-makers; for they shall be called the children of 
God.' Yours fraternally, 

WM. LLOYD GARRISON. 

Boston, May 31, 1839. 



